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ABSTRACT
A communication model suggests that in almost all

cases where dissemination and utilization of knowledge his taken
place, one or more of seven general factor's can be identified as
having been active in aiding the phenomena. The Ooposed factors are:
linkage, structure, capacity, openess, reward,. proximity, and
synergy. In order/ to use this model to investigate the ability of t
National Science Foundation '(NSF) to communicate its mathematics as d
science curricula to the nation's classrooms, the BACPRO was
developed. TheAACPR6 is a self-report instrument to be completed/
prinCipals and teachers. Items are divided into seven subcales .

relating to the seven factors ,of the model. A pilot test was
conducted among principals of the Chicago City School System followed
by a field test among secondary school principals and mathematics
teachers in Wisconsin. (BB)
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Field Test of the Building Adoption ClimateProfile (BACPRO) ".1

. -

William H. Ward, Jr.
- October 31, 1975
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Background -I

Ronald Haveloa and others (1969,1971) have proposed that, in al-,

most all cases where dissemination ani.utilization (DA V) of knowledge

has taken place, one'or more of seven generL factors can be identified

) .as havingbeen active in aidingor facilitating the phenomena. The

1971 paper goes go far as to refer to these'as "Seven major fa.c.tors

which predict successful #rincivation" (1971, p. 18, itaiics added).

The proposed factors are: linkage, structure, capacity, .:venpess,

reward, proximity, and synergy.

It is useful to conceptualize the D & U process in terms of the

/traditional communication paradigm shown below:

tl

SENDER

\

CHANNEL

MESSAGE oillui%.04%.0 RECEIVER

One. may Ittempt to characterize the four elements of thN)rocess--

sender, receiver, channel, and message--along the seven proposed

dimension5'. It would then be possible to assign 1,0 any particular

instance of potential D & U4attempted communication) a set, of 28

values, each indicating, the,status of one of, the.rour communication

S

elements relative to one of the seven D U.factors. "13x .placing con-

straints on one-or more of the communication elementS, that as, by
.

defining a limited class of communications to` be attempted, itow,(141d

k

' appear the 'possibility- exists of stbudying potential relationships

gr
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betyeen status on one or more of the D,& U factors and success in the

N
intended communication for that limited class.

2

In the present study, the class,of communications was defined as

the attempts by the National Science Foundatiqn (the sender) to col-
t

municate its science, and mathematics curricula (the message) to the

nation's classrooms (the'receiver) vig any and all means (the chaz?nel).

Succes'sfUl communication was defined as use of the curricula. The ,

qt*

present study further r restricted itself by considering only the status

pf the RECEIVER relative to the seven Dig Cfactors. Its focus was

ti

thus to address the questions:

4
(1) Is the status of the RECEIVER on any or all of the

D & U factors discernibly related to the degree to
which it utilizes NSF develdped curricula?

(2) If yes to (1), how might the relationship be
described?

fi

The BACPRO

The-exact identity of the RECEIVER wa at first uncertain. Nominated

were, ,among others, the individualklassroom instructor, a committee of

teachers within the schoof,'the principal, and the local school boarh. A

study conducted during the fall of 1974 (Ward, 1975-a) indicated most

adoption and use declsions were made'at either the, individual teacher or

the building level, depending on the particular school. It was decided
4

to conduct two parallel studies, bne.conceptualizing the individual .

teacher as the RECEIVER, and a second conceptualizing the school building

its organizational and oreraticnilierocedures.and the general

characteristics and'attitudes exhibited across all\xelevant staff)'

the RECEIVER. The remainder of ,this report pertains to t e second ,

(Building = RECEIVER) study.
.

be'
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A method was needed to assess the status.of.a building relative to

the sevenD.& U faCtors. The Building Adoption Climate PRpfile (BACPRO)

was developed for this purpose. The-BACPRO is a' self- report instrument

to be completed by a m)ember of the building professional.staff.' Items

are divided into seven ubscales, each yielding by directaummation a

value intended to reflect the status of the particular building pri one

A
of the D & U factors. Alsp yielded is information on the use in the

building of the various NSF supported curricula. The:instrument was

developed in two forms--Form E for elementary buildings, and Form S for

secondary.

The subscale4 and the items comprising them were developed as

follows. Thellavelock definition for each factor were studied. These

general definitions wereopen made specific,to the situa ion by generat-
.

ing'logically a set of exemplars, each of which was thought to indicate

strength of a building relative 'eo one of the D &,U factors. These sets

f.

were reviewed by a variety of professional educators and revised, finail7

a
,

resulting in seven sets ssumed- to be valid indicat ors of a school's

status on the seven D & U factors when the building as an organization

Is cOnceptuallzed'as the RECEIVER fox` an NSF,curricnlum MESSAGE. Items

were developed directly frpm the final sets of exemplars. These final

sets are shown in Exhibit 1.
,

1eliability of the BACPRO
D

The reliability of thevaItes yielded for the-seven subscales must
-

/f*e sufficient to allow use of the values for fqrther analysis. If the

score,profile,for a given building is similar 'adross several different
tr

raters, the contention that the scores correspond to quantities intrinsic

O

6
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EXHrtIT-1. Exemplars (in condensed form) For Liter System
as the Illdividual Building.

Defined

Linkage

AdMin strators

'Teachers
'Administrators
Teachers , -

Administrators -
Administrators -

. Teachers

- Colleges and Universities
= Professional asso4ationsdealing with curricula
- In-,service curriculum training programs
- Administrators in other districts
- Commercial (publishers') curritulum specialists
- [same, list as "Administrators" above]
- Administrators
Teachers''

"Teachers
community
Community

Structure

Organization cRain of authority
Built-in review procedure
Objectives. defined at c]ss level
Coordination between teachers and between departments
Teachers' responsibilities defined

Openness

Acceptance,of outside ideas receptiveness ?)
Reaching for outside ideas
Willingness to take risk
Willingness to adapt ideag to 1. al situation
,Internal openness to change (from iehin)

Capacity

Physical plant
Administrative structure
Financial resources
Faculty
Community
Students

Reward -
.

. .

Attitude toward,reward to students from past adoptions
Attitude 'toward pOtential reward to studencs rom future adoptions

4Attitude toward reward to faculty rom past options
.

Attitude toward potential reward to faculty from future adoptions.

Proximity

Netarness to permanent resources
Nearness to temporary resources
gearness to neighboring districts
Psychological proximity

6

Synergy
A ...-

A- -..

,Sources of contact with NSF message
Diversity Of soUrces'and intensity from ean-source

.7
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to the building is' strengthened.' And appropriate index for examination .

is the intraclass correlation coekfiCient (Hays; 1973, p. 535; Miher,

1971, p. 287)4. This statistic is-based`on the ratio of between-schocl
.

variance to between=rater vari ce and indicates both the extent to

which raters of the same-building respond similarly and the extent to

which the.snbscale discriminates between buildings.
4

The internal consistency of each subscale, the, degree o which items
A

tend to be answered similarly by-a particular tater, is also of interest.

A high degree or internal consistency in a subscale would indipte the

items are tapping some definite entity, either A true geneiali2ationof

the building climate or a wellL4veloped construct in the mind of the .

ratef.'t An appropriate statistic for examination is Crohbach's coeffient

d (Lord & Novick, 1968, p. 87).

Methods of Searching for Order in the Data

Two possible, deterministic.classes of relationships between D & U

p

factor scores and use were prleposed, linear compensatory relationships

and threihold relationships (Ward, 1.975 -b). The former suggests that a'

building's degree of.use of the relevant curricula may be predicted from
1

a linear combination of- & U
*
factor scores.' It is compensatory in

the sense that w4akness in one area can be fully compensated for by

strength in another. A, threshold relationship poStillates that use will

not be observed unless a building possesses a status in excess of some

value for a particular D & U factor, a threshold value. Were this
I

strictly 6ue, plot'of use rate vs. status on the D &U factor under ./

consideration would' result in no use-priL to some value and a disci

guishable increase when that value had.been passed.

1.
8

-ow
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The mode of analysis for compensatory.. relationships Was defined ts,

'..multiple linear regresgion with use rate (use) as the dependent variable

and the'status scores on ,the seven D & U factors as independent \Teri-

. -

'shies. Use rate', often referred t in this report simply as use, was

S '

defined as:

Number of students using NSF curricula

Use Rate =
weighted by reported degree of use
Student population of building '

Linkage, structure, Capacity, openness, reward, and proximity scores were'

dejined'as the simple sum,of responses to appropriate items. Synergy,

-
, -

the intensity with which_the-Ngriless fell upon the building, was de-'
c.:... .

.

,

fined alternatively as.(1) the absolute number of contacts of building

1

people with the message, (2) the absolute number oaf contacts divided by

2
the size of the building's certified teaching staff, and (3) the absolute

nuniber'of contacts divided by the site of the building's total instrUc-
/

tional,staff, resulting in three slightslightk,sdiferent sets of independent

variables tc be.investigatkd: Evidence that_a meaningful compensatory
. 1

li

7

ear relatidnship did exist 'was definedas the generation of a predic-

tion equation yielding a regression F sufficiently large to .satisfy the

criteria of Draper and Smith(1966, p. 64).

The mode of analysis for threshold 'relationships Was defined as

visual inspection. Plots of use rate vs, 11,each D a factor were.f.to be

t,

visually examined'for evidence of thresholding. Evidence that-a

I

threshold relitionship.did exist was defined to be the'detecti* of ,

4 ' . .

\
thresholding on one or more factors.

\ . ,

Alt

; \

9

-
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*As'-,amewhat 1Pos'er, and perhaps more realistic, interpretation pf

the Havelock proposition is to regard'it as a,proposal for a necessary

but not sufficient (NBNS)congition for innovation. For the situation

at hand, this may be paraphrased as, "For use to take place, strength

must.be present on at, least one of the factors.0,It is not necessary
1,

that it be the,same'faator in each case, no /\1.s it expected that strength

will always or even usually'leado use: It is expected, however, that

t

without strength somewhere use is quite unlikely:"

A test of this formulatIon was made by considering only users. A

null. hypothesis was posed that use is independent of relative status on'

D factors, In,this case, the likelihood of various proportiovis of

schools in the user group rating highly on one or more D & U factors may

be obtained by:considering the appropriate binomial distribution. 1.

.

'High use 'and high status relative tl*.a factor were defined as being
. .

. ,

in the upper 25% of the appropriate distributioA. Criterion for rejec-
-...,:

,

9

tion of the, null hypothesis and acceptance of its alternative, that

major strength on some (any) factor is a necessau but not sufficient

conditioh for use; was defined as a proportion of .buildings in'the high

Use'group-also exhibiting high status on at least one D & U factor

having a probability of less than .1.urder the null hypothesis.

. ,
'

Pilo Test -,Chicuo
`,,(

.

During June 1975, a plicit test of,Form E (elementary) was conducted

.
among principals of the Chicago City School System. Sample and results

were:

10



1

.1\

mp1e:

Instrument's sent% 50

I

InStruments returned 15 \

. Return rate 302 t15/51)) ,

Refurnedbut unusable 0

Final sample N : 15

8

Results:

Reliability

IntraclAss correlation coefficients -,

No multiple measures on building6

Internal consistency coefficients

synergy .43
linkage .76

structure .51

capacity .74

openness .24

reward- .50

proximity 71
:

4'

Relationships

,Compensatory linear "relationship

VIfte.

'*\

A multiple regression equation using six Of the seven
scales as independent Variables was constructed which
yielded an R2 of',74, ,The regression F, however, was
not sufficiently large to regard the equation,as a
satisfactory predictorIndicating that. the ulk of the

relationship was prObably en Artifact of th low ratio

betWeen the number of cased-and'the number o inde-

pendent variables..

°Iteshold Relationship \.

No threshojding was deteCted.
0

I

I

r,

7
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Facilitating Relationship

Due to the small sample size, the top third Xn=5)
rather than'the top quarter by useyerexamined.
Two of these were alsd in the top third, on all

A - seven ?actors, one on six factors, and one-on'five.
The fifth was in the iopthird on none of the D &`U
factors.. The small sample size precluded meaning-
ful based on the probability of these
outcomes under the hypothesis of no association.

The'implications of the reduits of the Chicago pilot, test were un-

"clear, but were sufficiently encouraging to justify, after some revision

Of the instrument, a field test of greater scope.

1

°, Field Test - 'Wisconsin

. -

During Odtober 1975, a field test.* Form S ( secokidary) was.conducted

among secondary schools randomly selected from the M.sconsin Public School

Directory. ThiS was a larger,,effort than, the pilot test in Chicago and
to

included an eXpanded attempt to assess instrumental reliability by request=
4 5'.

ing bultiple'ratings on a portion of the buildings.

1.

Sample: C

InstrumentsSent

. Building principal only
(one measurement per building)

. Building-principal and three
science or mathematics. teachers.

(four measurements pen building)

J.'

41 .

123

'330,
A s, r, -

Instruments Returned .

From principal only buildings ..
4 .

From multiple measurement buildings
Principal only,.

Principal, 1 teacher
. .-

Principal, 2 teachers
Princdpal.3 teachers

. 1"reachett

2
,..,

3 Teachers

....,

12

-'64

?
5

4 12

12

4
9

10 , 'r

9

-125
A
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4.

Return Rate

Building-wise (at least 1).

Instrument-wise

Retdined.but Unusable

Final Sample N

Principals

Buildings with multiple responses

4

Instruments

Reliability

Intracfass correlations

,..1.synergy

MTikage
structure
capacity
openness
reward
proximity

19 Buildings

20

<.01

.56

.42

:14

12

.41

10 .1

43% (90/207)

38% (125/330)

' 9

72

19

116

C

,Inteinal consistency coefficients

72 Principals 44 Teachers.

synergy ..83 .69
linkage . 88 a . `.93

structure .62 .78
capacity 1.80 '.80

c...
openness
reward

.34

.62
.49

.59
a

/proximity .62 .47

,
Relationships.

Cojensatory linear rglationship

*

-\

No Satisfactory aultiple regression equation could
be constrgctecE The ,closest apprOach, hardly,Flos
at all, was, made by considering only data from

principals_ *(n=72) and defining.synergy as # contacts/
certified 'staff. This'equation, which Contained all
scales except openness, yielded an R? of only .101

' and.a regression F of 1.22, far below the criterion
for a satisfactory predictive equation.

13
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Threshold. relationship

Plots of Use rates vs. status scores on the D &
factors were constrricted for principal scores

teacher scorest and mean scores for buildings. No
thresholding was discernible.

Facilitating relationship

j\--/ Data from principals only was
(N=72).

ustd. in, this analysis

The'25% reporting highest use rates (N=18) were
identified and separated for examination. and the
75th Percentile of each of the factor scoredistri-
butions was deterined.

The number of cases among the 18 budadings highest
in use also exhibiting a factor store in the upper
quarter or the appropriate factbr score distribution
were:

't:.*
synergy 7

linkage -5

structure 7

capacity 8

openness 6

reward 5

proxiMitir 11

All 18 cases exhibit a factor score fin the upper
quarter on oie or more factors. This_outoome has
a probability of less than,.08 under the null
hypothesis of independence of use and factor scores.

' Conclusions and Comments It

(1) The q(lantitative values yielded'.by the BACPRO when completed by

an arbitrary,sample of buildings! teachers and/or administrators cannot

be tegarded as reliable and valid direct indications of the status of the

building relative to the Haelock D U factors:

,
The reliability analysis following the Wisconsin trial clearly 14;dir

oates that the instrument doeS not yield consistent data when:used by

different observers theoretically rating the same phenomenon.

14
a

When all

0
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observations on a building were considered, the mean within-building

variance was on the same order as the between-building variance on, the

'synergy, linkage, .openness, and reward scales.

(2) The quantitative values,yAlded by the BACPRO may be reliable

indications of the status of a building relative_to the Havelock D & U. '

factors as perceived by a certain ollerver.

The magnitudes of the internal consistency coefficients for both

principals and teachers indicate the D & U factors, may be more than simply

labels for relatively independent collections of exemplars. It-is pos-
,

. sible that the collection of items on any particular scale may be recp-

- ,

nizable to the rater as all thrusting toward a single-generalization, for

example the openness of the build?hg climate. If this is so, and iflkit

is a generalization'he hai formed,prior perceptions of, a rater may
o

easily be conceived of as unconsciously altering objective reality to
,

/ conform more closely to his perception. In this way identical objective

data may be reported differentially,by two observers with each having 'a

high reliability. The apparent contradiction disappears when the reports

are regarded as measures of the rater's perception of some .underlying -

attribute rather then direct measures of the status of the school huilding.

A princfpal's and his teacher's' perceptions may differ because they

are processing inputs differently, they ate loOking at different` things,,

or both. One.would:expect most teachers tb have 4More limited per-

.
. -

spective than their priricipal from-which to:make judgments relative to

4 .

*

the entire bUilding-.---Likewise, one might expect a principal to be
1! .

generally more skillfut in fbrming assessments of the type required by

the instrument. Whatever be reason, recent'studies .(Reineke 4 Welch,

,

1 5

--N
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1973; Ward, 1975) have indicated that ptincipalssand teachers do often

perceive relatively objective-facts a t their school quite differently.

I
In view of the above, it appears reasonable to ask "Are, the build-

,

ing principal's perceptions of the building's status on the D-A U

factors related to curricula'uSe?" and "If so, how?" The search for

order thus centrated on the, responses 'of the 7R principals.

, (3). Evidence was not found that principals' perceptions of their

building's'status relative to the Havelock1D & U factors are related in

\\any major degree to'their building's use rate of NSFXrricula es

hypothesized in a compensatory model, such model being operationalized

in the form of multiple linear regression..:

(4) Evidence was not found that, prinCipals' perceptions of their

building's status relative to the Havelock D & U factors are related to

their building's use'rate of NSF rricula as hypothesized in a

threshold model. _

3
0

p.

(5) Principals" perceptions'of their building's s atus relativeNko

the Havelock D & U factors may be related to their buil ing's userate

by the "necessary but not sufficient(' model. Principals who reported

use'faidbs'in the unier quarter of the sample aldo percei ea their
4t14.2e4;;

building in the upper quarter relative io at ,least one D U facto*, at a'
;

levq1 highly unlikely due to-chance alone.

This view may represent the beet and most realistic i terpretation of

the Havelock factors, that they are facilitatoes'rather th n determinants

of change, diffusion, and utilization. The presence of strength on one cSr
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more of these factors in a gived situation may- not ensure that the- desired

result Will occur, but lac} of strength on all will make the desired re-

suit much less likely to occur.,

(6) The factors most powerfUl as facilitators of usage of NSF

curricula appear to be proximity (both physical and psychological

closeness between the building and workshops, curriculunl specialists,
. .

universities, and other school districts) and capacity (physical,

financial, and hutan).

,,

This is an extension of concluV,on (5). Strength_on these two '

iI tors appears most frequently, 11 and 8 times respectively, among the

,

upper quarter of users. Such rates of occurrence, were only that single

factor being considered, would have probabilities of..0013 and .0570
.

tinder the hypothesis of independence.

eek'fAt

,

t

/

1 7 , a
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APPENDIX

Final. Exemplars of D & U Factors

BACPRO - Form E

BACPRO - Form S

Subscale Key

1
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Item II

BUILIIING CLIMATE INVENTORY
FORM E

Please circle the number or fill in the blank on the
spodse sheet to indicate your response to each item.

1. Your Position: 1 = principal 2 = teacher 3 = otter

2. Student PointlatIon (approximate) of Your Building

`3.- 'Number-Of Certified -Teachera in Your Building

4. Grades instheBuilding

5. Average Teacher Turnover Per Year:

1 = less than 10% 2 = 10725% 3 = 25-5Q% 4 = greater than`50%

Please indicate the level 'of use of each-of the following in Your Bui1ding:

1= no use. 2 = slight use 3=,76oaerate'use 4 = high use

6. School Mathematics Study Group (SMSG) materials

3,
7. Unified Science and Mathematics for Elementary Schools (USMES);

S. Elementary'pool Science (ESS)
,

9. Science Curriculum IMprovement Study (SCIS)

'10. Science- A Proccis Approach (SAPA), the program of AAAS

11. Man: A Cotirse of Study (MACOS)

Following arc several means. by which members of your building staff
may have come in ;contact with one of the programs listed above.
Please estimate the number of different people from your building

' who have cote in contact with any of the programs by each of the

s.)
following means. \e'

12, College teacher training

. 13. National Scienc'e Foundation institutes

14., thprt workshops (4 days or less)

15. Piofeseional'association mebtings

O. 'Employment in another school

17. Professional literature

18. Access to tests and materials

f

This instrument was developed for research purp ses by the Minnesota Research and
Evaluation Project. Copyrigh"t 1975 by Wayne W. lch, 2 4 Burton Hall, University
of Minnesota, Minneapolis 55455. All rights, reserves.

(V
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All items call for your assessmeni of the conditions in
.

your building or
the Opinions held by the building teaching and administrative staffs.

, 6 QUESTIONS OF OP ION; PLEASE GIVE YOUR ESTIMATION OF-THE GENERAL,
. ,

BUILDING -WIDE-VIEWP INT, EVEN IF. IT DOES NOT MATCH YOUR OWN PERSONAL..
, OPINION. , '- ,

r

,

4 , :Please describe the amount of contact and interaction between' or among
the groups as,indicated. Use the scale 1 - 5:

a

Virtually no
contact or interaction .

19. Between building

20. Between building
with curriculum''

21: Between'buildirik

22.
,
Between. building

'High degree-of
f, 2: 3 4 5 7 contact and interaction

administrators

admihistrators

and college,or university curricu4m

and professional associations dealing

*administrators and administrators of other buildings

kldmiLstratbrs'andrin-service programs

23,, Between building administrators and csmmercial (e.g. publisher's')
curriculum specialists

,

24. Between building teathers and college or university
2
turriculum'apecialists

g."`

25. Between building teacher's and professional associations dealing with
curriculum ., 6 o,

'26.* Between building teachers and teachers in other buildings

27. Betweenb2311di4 teachers and in-service programs

28. 'Between.bpilding teachers and commercial (e.g. publishers') curriculum
.spedials5s

29. Among btillding,administiatots

30. Among building teachers

.31. Between administrators and teachers within the building
P,

32. Between administratoraand the cpromunitY

. .
3. Between teachers and the commuility.

or'

O

kt ,

Nor



.

. Please4fidicate to' what degree kollowing statements chaiacterize
your building. .Use the scale:-

-3-,

Not at a ll

characteristic 1 2t 3 4

0

Highly ,

5 characteristic 4k,

,
.

34. There,is a well defined' "chain of authority'! throufh which most, intra-staff
busines is conducted. ,

A

35: Direct supervision of a staff member by his/herisupervidor on a.day-oto day'
0basis' is c4mm5l.

.JZ.

36. Most subjects have explicit, well defined objectives wh ch serve as the
basi'afor planniig instruction.

37. All curricula taught ate subjected to pre-plaimedreviewYand evaluation

Intervals.at regular

38. Teachers pl
, independent

39. Teachers of
to:intarloc

40. The extents
building an

n and-carry out their instructional programs relatively
.

y of others teaching the'6ame level. .

one grade level work closely with thosel2Kothergrade levels-
.and correlate their'respective program.

aqlimits of individual teachers' responsibilities..to,the

strict are extensively definedin
6

, ) Y ,

AsSuming a major curriculumAange had been deemed desirable, please
evaluate. the capacity, on antlaverageovr the past five. years, that
your building would have had for receiving the change4along thg
following dimenSioni. Use the scale:2

Low capacity,.
many inhibitors 1/-2 3

41. PhysicalgiTant(room size, utilities,
storage spate, etc.)

42. Administrative stru ure (class
grouping; contract 1 obligations,
state'curricula, c.) .

43. Financial resources.,

a

High capacity,-
5 fdw inhibitotS'

.44. Faculty,

45. Students

t"
46. Coimunity support.

**- 1

47. When major'new curriculum materials are to be .chosen, which best describes

A

the,seleciion procesi as it operEites in'youesituatfon:'

1 = Selection by teachers with little administrator input
2 = Selection by teachers with considerable adminiairatoi input:
3 = Selection jointly by teachers and administrators, rongHly equal input
4 = Selection by administrators with tonsiderable teacher ineut .
-5 = Selection by administrators with little teacher input t

2 .



.

-

-4-

_
Please describe the degree to which you feel the following statements
reflect the general OPINIONS ANb ATTITUDES OF YOUR BUILDING STAFF. Use
the scale:

Does not reflect Reflects
' buildings opinion 1 2. 3 * 4 5 bUilding opinion

48; Outside ideas on curriculum are ofteil extremely important in improving-
the school's program.

49. It is the schools responsibility to actively seek outside ideas on
Curriculum. ,

50. .TheSchool should be willing to take a fair degree of risk tollkprove
curriculum: .

5L Any major "curriCulum package should.ge used as is and noi modified
at the local level.

52. "A school can often significantly improve its curricula by using
6

.
. .

internal resources and does not eve

.

ta rely on external assistance.
.

.

53: Most outside curriculum specialists who come in contact with school'
1 staff lave a highly realistic understanding of the school's

: capabilities, objectives, and,lititations.

54. When past major curriculum adoptions
benefits. and improvements realized by
costs and problems.

55.

are considered, on the whole the
the students far outweighed the

When past major curriculum adoptions
benefits,and improvements reali'ied
and problems.

are considered, on the whole,41te '

the facupf4y far outweighed the costs.-

56. Given my school's current situation,"the benefits for the stud-tints of , ..

any major curriculum change in the near future" eare highly anlikeiy to
offsolethe costs and problems involved. Ii.

.-

"57. Given my school's current situation, the benefits for the faculty of
1'

, Any major curriculum change' n the near future are highly unlikely to
,offset the costs and problems involved. ,

a

--

, Please estimate the numberrof each of the following within two hours
drive 'of Your school. Circle'Your estimate on theresponse sheet.

58. Permanent institutions with curriculum specialists (colleges,
universities, research institutes,ptc.)

..
. Temporary.aCtivities featuring curriculum spqpialists, not held at the

institutions couWted above (conventions, in- service training; majOr
workshops, etc.)

60. Other school districts

THAT'S ALL THANKS

-3
a4

I
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RESPONSE SHEET

BUILDING CLIMATE INVENTORY
FORME .

1 .1 2 3

I

6.

111

10.

.

1

thru
or' ungraded

,1 _ 2 3 4

1 2 3

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3

1 ' 2 . 3 . 4

1 2 3 4

a

14.

4

1

ti

1 2 3 4 5

'1 2 3 4 5,

24. 1

25. 1

26. 1

27.

28. 1

29: 1

30. 1

31. 1

32. 1

33. 1

34. 1

35. - 1

36. '1

37. 1

38. 1

39. .1

40. 1

24

2 3 4 5

2 3 .1.

2 3 '4

2 -3. 4 5.

2 .3 .4 5

2 3 4 :5

2 3. 4 :9

2 -

2 3 4 5

( 3 4 5

2 3. 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

'2 3 >, 4 5

2 3 4 '5

2 3 4/ 5

2 3- 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2.. 3 4 5

41. 1 2 3 4

42.
_
-1 f-2 3 4 5

43 1, 3 4

44. 1 2 3 4

1 2 s3'' )4 5

46. 1 2 4 .;

47. 2 3 4 5

48. 4 5

o

2 3 . '4 . 5

50. 1 2 3 4. 5

,
51. 1 2 3 4 5

.52.. 1 3 4 5

53 1 2 3 4 5'

54. 1 2 3 4 '5

55. 1 2 3 4 5

56. '1 2 3' 4' 5

57. 1 2 3 4 5
.

58. none :1 '2-4 5-10 11+
, f e

I

59. none 1 .24 5-10 11+-#

60. none 6-10 11-20. 21+



BUILDING _CLIMATE INVENTORY *
FORM S

. ,,
oro,

Please circle,the numberbr fill in the blank on the
Response -Sheet to indicatepur 'response to each item.

1. 'iour,position: '1 = Principal 2 = Teacher,

2. Student population (approximate) of your builds

3. Number of extified teachers 11'1,Y our blinding
4

c= Other

4., Number of other instructional personnel (aides, etc.)

5. Building type: 1 = Sr Hi (9-12 or 10-12).. 3 = Jr-Sr Hi (7-12 or 6.-12)
.

2 = Jr Hi (Middle' Schoo4 4 Pmpiehensive (10-.12),, .

01'

a

Ar
6. On,the reverse side of the Response Sheet-are listed the texts of the

major National Science FoundatiOn supported,curridda.in:science and
mathematice. If any of these are in use in'yodr_building, please' indicate
the approximate number of seAlents using per year, .and their degree of use
(e.g., if only 15 out of 1,000 studeelpeuse a'text, but they use it
heavily, the appropriate response would 15, High.

4

Texts ngt used in your building should be indicated as "Not 'Used".f

_A

. ......

Following are serral means by 9which members of your building staff may
Ill have come in contact-with pne 'of. thg'texts or programs ligted on the

Response Sheet. Please vtiMatil,the number of different people from
your building who have come in ontact with any of the programs by each
of the following means.

.

4,
/-

c.
7. College teacher training

.

. t

. 8. National Science Foundation i stieues
`- --7--I---' ,

. . L.-
9. ShOrt workshops (4 days or'Iess) .

. t

10. Professional association Meetings

11. Employment in another schoo

12. Professional literature
mt.

13. Access to testa and materia s

4

25



4

-J

o°

All items call for you assessment pf the'conditions your building of
the opinions held by the building teaching and administrative staffs.
ON QUESTIONS OF OPINION, FtEASE GIVE YOUR ESTIMATION OF THE GENERAL VIN-
PQINT AMONG ADMINISTRATORS, SCIENCE, AND MATH TEACHERS, EVEN IV IT DOES
NOT MATCH YOUR OWN PERSONAL OPINION. _

. 46,

Please describe the mount of contact and
your building's- teachers, administrators,
scale 1-5:

Virtually no ,

contact or interaction

14. Between building
specialists

°

,15: lietween building

with curriculum

interaction between or among
etc.., as. indicated.

'

Uie the

'High de16eOf
4 5 contact and' interaction

s.

administrators and collegg or university curricitium
V

i

administrators and professional associations dealing

16. Between building administrators and administrators of other buildings

ft.

Aptween building 'administrators and in-service progl'am

18. Between building administrat rs and commercial (e.g.,-publishers')
c Aculum specialists,

. ,

19. Between science and math teachefs and college or iniversity curriculum

specialists

20. Between science and math teachers' and ptofessionhl'associations dealing
with curriculum . , .

.1 . ,i ''r-. / . ,
21. Between science amt.math teachexs-and teachers` in other building4

.

... -
. .

22. Between science and math teachers and in-service-programs_ -'

- 23. Between science
p
and'math teachers and commer,pial.(e.g., publishers')

, J '
. -

iv
curriculum specialists'' " .

24, Among building administrators

' 25. Among science and tath.teachera

26. Between addinistrators and teachers within the building

27. Between administrators and the community

28. Between science and math teachers and theecommunity

26
-11

,

ti



Please indicate to what degree the following statements Characterize
your building. Use the scale 1-5:

Not at all Highly
characteristic 1 2 3 4 5 characteristic

29. There is .a well-defined "chain of authority" through which most'intra-staff
business is conducted.

30. Direct supervision of a staff member by his/ er supervisor on a da -to-day
basis is common.

31. Mos science and math courses have explicit,-well-defined objectives:which
serve as the basis for planning instruction.

f.

32. All science and math curricula taught are subjected to pre7planned review
and evaluation at regular intervals.

33. Science and math teachers plan and carry out their instructional programs
relatively independently of other members of their department.

34. The science and mathematics departments work closely with 'each other to
interlock and correlate their respective programs,

35. The extents and limits of individual teachers' responsibilities to the
building and distiict are explicitly defined in Writing.

-Assuminga major curriculum change had been deemed desirable, please
evaluate the capacity, on an average over the past five years, that yoUr °

building would have had for receiving the change along `the following . 6

Aimensions. Use the Scale 1-5:

Low capacity, High capacity,
4 many inhibitors 1 2 3 4 5 few knhibitors.

36. Physical plant (room size, utilities,
`storage space, etc.)

a 39. Faculty

37. Administrative structure (class grouping, *. 40. Students
contractual obligations, state curricula,etc.)

. ,

38. Financial resources .

4-
41. Community support

42.. When major new curriculum materials ara,to be chosen, whictibest describes
theselection process as it'operates in your situation:

1 =,Selection by teachers with little administrator input
2 - Selection by teachers with considasble administrator input -'
3 Selection jbintly by teachers and adAinistrators, roughly equal input
4 s Selection bPltdministrators with considerable teacher input
5 !.Selection by administrators with little teachei input

27

cf,



Please describe degree to which you feel the following statements
reflect the general OPINIONS AND ATTITUDES OF YOUR BUILDING'S SCIENCE
AND MATH STAFF. Use.the scale 1-5:

Does not reflect Reflects
building opinion 1 2 3 4 5 building opini6n

f
.- . .

43. Outside ideas on curriculum'are often extremely important in improvih
.

the school's program.' .,

44. It is the school's responsibility to actiyely seek outside ideas'on
( curriculum.

45. The school should be willing to takd a fair degree of risk to improve
its curriculum.

46. Any major "durriculum package" should he used as is and not modified
at the local level.

47. A 'school can often improve its curricula by using internal resources
only.

48. Most outside curriculum specialists who come in contact with school
e" staff have a highly realistic understanding of the school's capabilities,

objectives, and limitationi.

49. When pastmajor curriculum adoptions
benefits and i4rovementi realized by_
Costs and problems.

t

are considered, on the whole the
the students far outweighed the

50. When past major curriculum adoptions
'benefits and improvements realized by
costs and problems..

are considered, on the Whole the
the faculty far outweighed the

,51. Given my schoOl's current pituatio, the benefits for--the
any major curriculum change in the near future are highly
offset'the costs and problems involved.

y.
,

52. Given My sdhoolls current situation, the benefits* the
any major curriculum change in the near future are highly
offset the costs.and problems'involved.

students of
unlikely to

faculty of
unlikely to

,ss

.

Please estimate phe number-of each of the following located within two
hours' drive of your school. Circle youf estimate on'the Response Sheet.

53. Permanent institutions with science or math. curriculum specialists (colleges,
universities, research'institutes,,etc.)

54.- Temporary activities this year featuring science or math curriculum special
ists, not leld at the institutions counted above (conventions, in-service-
training, WOrtcshops, etc.> -.

55. Other school districts

f.
MIAT'S ALL -THANKS .

81



1. 1 2 3

2.

3. .

4.

5. 1 2 3 4;
0., c

6.1, ,(on back.) &

7.

8.

E 9.

10.

11.

12.
."-

13.

.,*

ri14. 1 2 3 4

0

15. 1 2 3 4' .5
.,

16. 1':' 2 3. 4 5

17. 1 2 3_ 4 5
. ,

18. 1 2' 3 4 5

19. 1 .2 3 4 5

'mar

RESPONSE SHEET

BUILDING CLIMATE .INVENTORY

FORM S

.

ii.
39. 1 2.

40.. 1 2

41. 1' 2 3

42. 1 2

43. 1 2 3

44. 1 2

45. 1 2

46. 1 2

47. 1 2

48. 1 2

49. 1 2

2

53. none 1

54. nane 1

55. none .1'775

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

4

4

4

4,

4

4

4

4

.4

4

4

5
,

5

5

5

5

5

5.

5

5

5

41,,,

3 4 5

2-4 5-10 11+

\

2-4 5 -10 11+

6-10 11 -20 '21+

.
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Factor

Linkage

Strudture

Capacity

Openness

Reward

Proximity

Synergy

O

Form E

19-3

34-40 (38

48-52 (51

54-57 (56

53, 58-60

12-18

JP

Subscale Key

Items

rev scored)

rev' scored)

,57 rev scoredr

30
3

Form S

14-28

29-35 (33 rev scored)

36 -41

43-47 (46 rev. scored)

49-52 (51,52 rev scored)

48, 53-55

-7-13


